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Ref. 9HWM-FF 

Mr Steven Slate2 
U.S Department of Energy 
Rocky Flats Office 
P.0 Box 928 
Golden, Colorado 80402-0928 

Re: Operable Units 5 and 6 ,  
Schedule Extension 

Dear Mr. Slaten. 

EPA received your December 15, 1994, letter re&esting 
extensions of the delivery dates for the draft and frnal RC-XA 
Facility Investigation/Remedial Investigation (RFI/RI) Xeports 
f o r  both Operable Unit (OU) 5 and OU 6 .  

Over the past month, EPA, the Colorado Department of Health 
and Environme-rlt, and your staff discussed the Impacts of the 
requested extensions on the  milestones of other affected OUs it 
is our understanding that OU 2 will be impacted most 
significantly, yet no schedule extensions are foreseen f o r  this 
OU or any others to incorporate the ecological r r s k  assessmext 
approprigtely in the decision making process. Current plans are 
to integrate the results of the Woman and Walnut Creek watershed 
ecological risk assessments into the OU 2 FS no later than the 
detailed analysis of alternatives phase. The final RFI/RI Report 
f o r  OU 2 w i l l  not contain the ecological risk assessment. This 
is acceptable to us. 

In our judgement, re-scoping the ecological risk assessments 
to result in a defensible Record of Decision f o r  the affected OUs 

Accordingly, we approve the following milestone dates: 
constitutes good cause for the requested schedule ext- =I1s1oI1s. 

ou 5 1 

Draft RFI/RI Report November 1, 1995 
F m a l  RFI/RI Report April 2, 1996 

OU 6 
Draft RFI/RI Report October 2 ,  1995 - 
Final RFI/RI Report February 21, 1996 
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We are concerned that these milestones ray n o t  adepately 
reflect tne level of effort required to Frngleme2t aa ecoloqical 
r i s k  assessment on tke watershsa scale For  exmFlt, o m  key 
scnedule assumption was that Oak Ridge's "Screening 3ezcnmarks 
for Ecological Risk Assessment'' would adequately address the 
chemicals detected at Rocky Flats I n  reality, we nave found 
that the database needs to be supplenented, requiring either 
development of additional benchmarks, or refineme-n-ts to the 
chemicals of concern selection process. Either choice means 
additional time. Other examples of potential schedule impacts 
include coordination with the natural resource trustees and EPA 
Region 8 ' s  Bfologicd. Technical Assrscance Groug, aad achieving 
consensus on the assessment and measurement endpoints. 

We recommend that OU 5 and OU 6 schedules be re-examined by 
all parties at the time of submittal of the p r o b l m  formulation 
technical memoranda for each OU We anticipate additional 
schedule adjustments will be needed. 

We look forward to working with your staff in accomplishing 
the important work ahead. Our point of contact on the ecological 
risk assessments f o r  operable units 5 and 6 is Bonnie Lavelle, 
( 3 0 3 )  294-1067 

Sincerely , 

Martin Hes tmark Manager 
Rocky Flats Project 

cc. Joe Schieffelin, CDPEE 
Carl Spreng, CDPHE 
Xarlan Ainscough, mPHE 
Jeb Love, CDPHE 
K u r t  Muenchow, DOE 
Ed Mast, E G G  
Carol Bicher, E G G  
Neil Holsteen, E G G  
Frank Vertucci, E G G  


